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Rejection(s) discussed: 
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Claims discussed: 
1 

Prior art documents discussed: 
Diebold and Pottgen of record 

Part II. h; 

SUBSTANCE OF INTERVIEW DESCRIBING THE GENERAL fjJ^TURE OF WHAT WAS DISCUSSED: 
See Continuation Sheet 

Part III. 

□ It is not necessary for applicant to provide a separate record of the substance of the interview, since the interview 
directly resulted in the allowance of the application. The examiner will provide a written summary of the substance 
of the interview in the Notice of Allowability. ' 

□ It is not necessary for applicant to provide a separate record of the substance of the interview, since the interview 
did not result in resolution of all issues. A brief summary by the examiner appears in Part II above. 
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Continuation of Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was discussed: 
Continuation of Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was discussed: The 
examiner called Mr. Xixis to try to clarify the argument set forth at the bottom of page 4 bridging to 5 of the response of 
September 1 1 , 2006. In particular the examiner did not understand how a Cottrell measurment at 0.1 mm electode 
spacing (id) that is 20% more than a Cottrell current at 1 mm electrode spacing shows the prior art combination used in 
the rejection to be inoperable or largely inaccurate. Mr. Xixis explained that "id M is the current that will be obtained 
with Applicants invention and thus the cited combination of prior art refererences, but "ic" is the current predicted by 
Pottgen based on the Cottrell equation. The reference to 1 mm spacing on page 5 of the Response should be ignored 
as in his view it will be the same at 0.1mm elecrode spacing. That is, the Cottrell equaiot is independent of electrode 
distance. Mr. Xixis also commented that he does not bellieve the electrodes in Figures 3 and 4 of Pottgen are facing 
each other. They, in his view, actually function similar to the coplanar electrodes in Figure 9. Thus, in his view, the 
reference to having the electrodes only spaced 0.1mm apart to have Cottrell behavior in column 07does not apply to 
electrodes that face each other. The examiner told Mr. Xixis that he made good points, but they would require further 
elaboration and support in a followup response to be persuasive. . n A ' *"~" 
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